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Facil i ty Name:

Location:

EPA Region:

»<\ 7x>G*.b c ejTgTVl

v(2. V )

_Pe-jtsjon(s) in Charge of the Facility:

Name of Reviewer: C> g. Date:

General Description of the Facility:

(For example: landfill, surface impoundment , pile, container;
types of hazardous substances; location of the facility;
contamination rpute of major concern; types of information
needed for rating; agency action, etc.)
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Rating Factor

L- '' OBSERVED RELEASE

GROUND WATER ROUTE WORK- SHEET

Assigned Value Multi-
Circle One} M l r r

0 (4^ 1

Max.Score .acore

*£ 45

Ref .
(Section)

3.1

If observed release is given a score of 45, proceea to line FM.
If observed release is given a score of 0, proceed to line fTfT

*— ' ROUTE CHARACTERISTICS " 3.2
Depth to' Aquifer of 0 1 2 3 2 6

Concern
Net Precipitation 0 1 2 3 1 3
Permeability of the 0 1 2 3 1 3

Un saturated Zone
Physical State 0 1 2 3 1 3

Total Route Characteristics Score

"-^ CONTAINMENT 0 1 2 3 1

HM 1S

U/iV 3

S WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Toxicity/Persistence 0 3 6 9 12 15 <iS3 J 1 6 18
Hazardous Waste { 6 ) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1 O 8

Quantity

Total Waste Characteristics Score 8 26

TARGETS

Ground Water Use 0 ( p 2 3 3 "5 9
Distance to Near- IQj* 6 8 10 1 Q 40
esc Well/Population \ 12 16 18 20
Served J 24 30 32 35 40

Total Targets Score

L^J If line 17] is 45, irultiply CO x 0 x 0
If line [T| is 0, multiply [7] x Q] .x 0 x Q

Divide line fFl by

3 49

57,330

3.3

3.4

3.5

57,330 and multiply by 100 S^ - M . ?«>|

Figure 2

Ground Water Route Work Sheet

10

B

S"/ "î



SURFACE WATER ROUTE WORK SHEET

Rating.factor Assigned Value
(Circle One)

Hjltl-
plier Score Max.

Score
K e f .

(Section

OBSERVED RELEASE 45 4.1

If observed release IB given a value cf 45, proceed to line
If observed release is given a value of 0, proceed to line

ROUTE CHARACTERISTICS

Facility Slope and 0 1 2 3
Intervening Terrain

1-yr. 24-hr. Rainfall 0 1 2 3
Distance to Nearest 0 1 2 3
Surface Water

Physical State___________0123

Total Route Characteristics Score

3
6

15

CONTAINMENT 0 1 2 3 4.3

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Toxicity/Persistence
Hazardous Waste

Quantity

0 3 6 9 12 15U3/ 1 /•£> 18
(0)1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1 C2 8

Total Waste Characteristics Score 26

4.4

TARGETS

Surface Water Use
Distance to a Sensitive
Environment

Population Served/
Distance to Water
Intake Downstream I

0 1©3
(8>1 2 3

@>4 « 8 10
12 16 18 20
24 30 32 35 40

Total Targets Score

o
9
6

40

55

4.5

UjJ If line
If line

is 45, multiplyJT| x fTj x fT]
is 0, multiplyfll x fTPx ~ 64.350

Divide line B by 64,350 and multiply-by 100

Figure 7

Surface Water Route Work Sheet

28
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AIR ROUTE WORK SHEET

Rating Factor
Anigned V«lu«

(Circle One) pli«
5core

Score (Section)

OBSERVED RELEASE 5.1

Date and Location: \<tTL

Sampling Protocol:.
I' . -

JT Ov/A
If line
If line

Is 0, then S - 0. Enter on line
•is 45, then proceed to line (Tj.

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Reactivity and
Incompatibility

Toxlclty
Hazardous Waste
Quantity

0 1 2(3i 3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1

5.2

Total Waste Characteristics Score 20

TARGETS

Population Within
4-Mile Radius

Distance to Sensitive
Environment

T-and Use

"1
J

0 9 12 15 18
2h 24 27 30

2 3

0 1 2(3J>

30

6

3

Total Targets Score 2.1! 39

5.3

Multiply Li) x [2J x 35,100

— ' Divide line 0 by 35,100 and multiply by 100 S« " •

Figure 9

Air Route Work Sheet
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Groundwat.er Route Score Y 8

Surface Water Route Score (Ssw)

Air Route Score (S-)-
-

+ s

. 05

Sa
2 /1.73

' H

Figure 10
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Rating Factor

ll
~ ConCa inwtnt

FIRE AND EXPLOSION WORK SHEET

Assigned Value Hulti- Kax. Ref.
(Circle One) pller Score! Score (Section)

1 ( ? ) 1 S ^ 7 . 1

— Waste Characteristic* 7.2

Direct Evidence 0 rjO 1 «• 3
Ignitability

. Reactivity „. m * .*-

0 1 2(p 1 3'3
_ o2>2.3 1 TE.— -f-- ' 3

Inconpatibility 0(T>23 1 P"' 3 '

Hazardous Wast

3
Targets

e Quantity (&}l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1 O 8

Total Waste Characteristics Score 3 20

7.3

Distance to Nearest 0 1 2 ©4 5 1 S> 5
Population

Distance to Nearest 0 1(^3 1 Z. 3
Building

Distance to Sensitive XML 23 1 O 3
Environs ent

Land Use 0 1 2(& 1 2? 3

Population Within 0 1 2 3 4^) 1 £ 5
2-Mile Radius

Buildings With
2-Mile Radius

^ Multiply jl | x

L! 1 —— j
Divide lineULJ by 1

l a 0 1 2 3 4 ( S I S 5

Total Target Score JQ 24

1 2 | x 1 3 J 1,440

,440 and multiply by 100 SFE " 3<D Q

Figure 11
Fire and Explosion Work Sheet
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•
DIRECT CONTACT UORX

jualnj Factor

3

Ais l jned Va lue
(Circle One)

Observed Incident 0 . (&)

If line 1
If l ine "T

J
A c c e s s i b i l i t y

3J
Conta inment

1* 45, proceed to )Jj»e j t 'j
Is 0. p r o c e e d 10 line | 2| .

0 1 2 3

*• — o is
— J'-aste Charac te r i s t i cs

Toxiclty ° ! 2C!̂

Target*

Popula t ion <
1-alle rad

Dis tance to
critical h.

6

7r

If liJie J_
If line 1

D i v i d e line

LTlthlji « 0 1 2 3 ^ 5
iu>
a (0> 2 3

abitat

SHEET

Mul t i -
plier

1

Scor e

^<r
H.X.

Score

45

K e f .
(Src i Ion)

8.1

1

k. .'

1

5

e>

l£-

3

15

15

t, \(& 20

4 O 12

Total Targets Score

is 45. o u l t i p l y 1 l| x |4 j x |5 ;
Is 0. au l t l p ly |2] x | 3| x |4 x 15)

i<* 32

21.600

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

jT] by 21.600 and mul t ip ly by 100 SDC - ^Q

-T lOScO - DC

DC

_r

Tigure 12

Direct Contact VorV Sheet

56



" •' • .i.'". '.- • A i J \ .'•' ' • - > . ' , . ' !;S
rOR

H A X . A K D R A N K I N G SYSTtM

1 K S T K U C T 3 ONS: The purpose of these r e c o r d s is to p r o v i d e a c o n v e n i e n t
v . i y ~ r o p r e p a r e on a u d i t a b l e record of the d a t a .ind doc u m t r n t at i on used to
.-jpply the V.szxrd R a n k i n g S y s t e m to a g iven s i t e . The source of i n f o r m a -
t i o n s l iou]d be p r o v i d e d for each e n t r y ^»nd s h o u l d be a b ib! i o g r a p h i c - t y p e
i •'.'f e rc- r ic e t h a t w i l l a l l o w anyone to f i n d the d o c u m e n t used for a g i v e n
r ia ia ^ o i n t . I n c l u d e the l o c a t i o n of the uoc-;:7,,?nt flnd c o n s i d e r . ippu-nding
a copy of Lhe r e l e v a n t p.-jge(s) for ease in r e v i e w by .-my i n t e r e s t e d
p a r t y .

FACILITY NAME:

LOCATION: ______ ._ _ _ . ;

/

TL. C ST. Ql.A'g. CouUs-tTVt )



1 OBSERVED RELEASE

Cont omin.inl s de tec ted off si te (5 maximum):
Ck\\a<Q a^Am^ eUctaWo bto^sLAa.^ Copper,

R e a s o n i n g by which the p re sence of the d e t e c t e d c o n t a m i n a n t s can be
a t t r i b u t e d t o t h e f a c i l i t y : : . . . . . " • . - • :

iAc,
CLor<"«.Ci)crr<is

I \ il • ,-J S
CrteAi. ^ UIUIWV^M '• e^ fco* S{,

* * *

2 ROUTE CHARACTERISTICS

Depth to A q u i f e r of Concern .

Karae/descr ipt ion of aqui fers(s ) of concern:
•»

'Appu»cAfcL& Cw/^ ' Ot^ETc-Meo fceusrwe

Depth(s) from the ground surface to the highest seasonal level of the
saturated zone [water table(s)) of the aquifer of concern:

Depth from the ground surface to the lowest point of waste disposal/
st orage:



'.'(.•I _ TV i-c ipi t .-it j on

>5ean a n n u a l or s e a s o n a l p r e c i p i t a t i o n :

Mean annual Lake or seasonal evaporation:

M/A - 6.R.,

Net p r e c i p i t a t i o n ( sub t rac t the above f igures )

Permeability of Unsaturated Zone

Soil type in unsaturated zone:

si A - a - f c -
>

Permeability associated with soil type:

- a • re , .

Physical State

Physical state of waste at time of disposal (or generated gases)

- 0 ,

* * *

iecyc!cO paper



3 U.NTAlN.Vr.NT • •'

Con i ai r.mc-nt ,

Hcthod(s) of waste or leachate containment evaluated:

MA - a.fc ,

Method with highest score:

Ki

A WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Toxicity and Persistence.

Corapound(s) evaluated:

Oh \ffv.-^ojo«V\ »xfi. • "5
Z,

Compound wi ' ^ i highest score

Hazardous Waste Quantity

Total quantity of hazardous -waste at the facil i ty (excluding those with a
containment score of 0) :

Basis of estimating and/or computing waste quantity:

'« " Av ̂ rch^^av-^ H^ci
Po/HtTA Of - - ,

Sf

* * * A Co^

iecycled paper
IT.,],,,;., „,„) ^nxirmmn in



) of .v^ui f er( s) o: c o n c e r n \ - - i ih in a . 3 - i s i l e : ; , r j i ! r r>f ;':,'• :'.-ic j H t

'- IB-

I'i s tance to Neargst..V?ell

"_r>cation of nearest well drawing from aqu i fe r of concern o£_ oc£op_i ed^.
not served by • a' publics wat er supply: _' . . ...'..

cU^)CCSLr
a\<rr\ OorrVarrn

leur
ed ujQ.\\

Distance to above well or building:
S A

P o p u l a t i o n Served bv Ground Vater Veils Within a 3~Kile R a d i u s

I d e n t i f i e d pjbli c- supply wel l (s) drawing froto a q u i f e r ( s ) of concern
vi thin a 3-mile ' r aoius :

Popu la t ion served by each above public-supply well and hov computed :

."p-buJ - Q

HI.O

Confutation of land area irrigated by supply wel l (s) drawing f rom
a q u i f e r ( s ) of concern vithin a 3—mile radius, and conversion to
popu la t ion (1.5 people per acre):

Total population served by ground water within a 3-tr.ile radius:

O
<rr\Ur x A



:sn:•<:-• ACE ' .«".rKS-'xouTs'

] OBSERVED RELEASE

C.nt..in.»t.
i t ( 5 m a x i m u m ) : ' "

,u r f .« . ««r . at .'th. f a c i l i t y or do-nhill.fr...-.-

'K« ,on in» * -a,i.h.th. presence of the- d e t e c t e d
A t t r i b u t e d to the -. f a c x l i t y : r r.r

..n:

Of
f HU S

* * *

2 ROUTE CHAR.ACTER1ST1CS

F a c i l i t y Slope and I n t e r v e n i n g Ter ra in

Average s);?e of f a c i l i t y in pe rcen t :

M/A - o - £ .

Ra»e/description of nearest dovnslope surface water

S\/A - O - e,

Average slope of t e r r a i n be tween
body in percent :

f a c i l i t y and above-c.ted s u r f a c e w a t e r

to /A ~ o.rc

is the f a c i l i t y locat ed e i ther t o t a l l y or p a r t i a l l y in s u r f a c e w

I rCyCird paper mill ••n\iri.nnii-in



i, :he f a c i l i t y complete*-?- su_rOi:r..!f.-d by '.<r,-ns of hi £h.._. 'fV_,".: i on?

•Rainfalliin -Inches .-.j----x--- % r.,- -,,.;,,

D i stance to Nearest Downs 1'o'pe • Surface Wa t e r i-:.- r-. -. r--

Physical S ta te of Waste

- o.fc.

* * *

3 CONTAINMENT

Containment

Method(s) of waste or leachate containment evaluated:

M/A - a .£

Method vith highest score:

'ecycied paper



4 •-'MViE C i . A R A C T 1 'SI S i
"^— • " V—»,'

R e f e r t o G r o u n d V . i t e r ' R o u t e

__— X. __ •

* * *

5 TARGETS

Surface Water Use....- ._;•-_ ̂ , '_ — .-

Use(s) of surface water within 3 miles downstream of the hazardous
subst anc e:

Is the re . t ida l i n f luence?

Distance to a Sensitive Environment

Distance to 5-acre (minimum) coastal wetland, if 2 miles or less:

Distance to 5-acre (minimum) fresh-water wetland, if 1 mile or less

Distance to critical habitat of an endangered species or national
wildlife refuge, if 1 mile or less:

r e^ef iv t»Ui i ; \ it IH] en tin i it inr



?' j '.: } .11 2 on S L- I v I' d L y Si iy_^<C C-^nl c-r ' ' ._„ ^__

L o c . i t i o n ( s ) o f p u b l i c - s u p p l y i n t a k e ( s ) w i t h i n 3 m i l e s ( f r e e - f l o w i n g
b o d i c e ) or 1 m i l e ( s t a t i c w a t e r bodies) d o w n s t r e a m of the h.^.nrdous
s u b s t a n c e :

P o p u l a t i o n served by each above pub l ic - supp ly i n t a k e :

C o m p u t a t i o n of land area i r r iga ted by above -c i t ed i n t a k e ( s )
convers ion to popu la t ion (1.5 people per a c r e ) :

M/A

Tots] p o p u l a t i o n served:

N a m e / d e s c r i p t i o n of neares t of above vater bodies

D i s t a n c e to above-cited intakes, measured in stream miles

M/A-

AC



A1K V'OUTE

1 OBSERVED RELEASE

Con t .'irr.i r.nnt s d e t e c t e d :

ex
ek* ŝ bfe, r. <sba\J<i.

Scafc.ce- -. F,T
D a t e and l o c a t i o n of d e t e c t i o n of c o n t a m i n a n t s

/B2.
ovsci of bccd C.<-<uiL - ju^ s^sJiH\ O J ^ U

Methods used to detect the contaminants:

p^h? - iimitcrf1
\ i « "7 eo i

Reasoning by which the presence of the detected contaminants can be
attributed to the site:

2 WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Reactivity and Incompatibility

Three most reactive compounds (indicate one used)

A d3

Three rnost incompatible pairs of compounds (indicate one used):

10

err,
* * *



T ' . ' . - . S i U Y .

Thii-c i:,ost toxic compounds (indicate one used)

H a z a r d o u s V?as te Q u a n t i t y

Tota l q u a n t i t y of h a z a r d o u s was te :

Basis of estimating and/or computing waste quantity:

* * *

3 TARGETS

Popu la t i on W i t h i n 4-Mile Rad ius

C i r c l e radius used, give popula t ion , and i n d i c a t e how d e t e r m i n e d :

1 to k mi '" ( 1 / 2 to 1 mi) I/A to 1/2 mi 0 to I/A mi

Distance to a Sensitive Environment

Distance to 5-acre (minimum) coastal wetland, if 2 miles or less:

D i s t a n c e to 5-acre (rainiroura) f resh-water w e t l a n d , if 1 m i l e or less:

• 11
tc-cyclecJ paper



I '

DJ: : t .mce to c r i t i c a l h_ i t .it of ;-.rt cn . l nn^ . r r ..-d bjl_,i ' .- _ if ) m i l e or
less:

Land Use

Distance to commercial/industrial area, if 1 mile or less:

Distance to national or state park, forest, or wildlife reserve, if 2
miles or less:

Distance to residential area, if 2 miles or less:

r

A

Distance to agricultural land in production within past 5 years, if 1
mile or less: ^

Distance to prime agricultural land in production within past 5 years, if
2 miles or less:

Is a historic or l andmark site (Na t iona l Register or H i s t o r i c Places and
N a t i o n a l N a t u r a l Landmarks ) w i t h i n the view of the si te?

JH

lecyc'.ec peper 12
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Sai"~et Dead Ditch
, IL.

1. What information has already been provided to Headquarters?

If the response to any of the questions is readily available in Headquarters
so state and give the names and telephone numbers of the people having the
information and in what form (memo, report, etc.) it was supplied.

None

2. What is the History/threat of the site?

A short, descriptive narrative of one to two pages is preferred with an appendix
of significant dates, Include a list of substances found, or believed to be
found on the site (with notations to distinguish the difference) and a short
description of the population at risk and/or the environment affected.

Illegal dumping' of large amounts of phosphorus in an ephemeral stream has
resulted in surface water and soil contamination. Animals exposed to the area
have died from the exposure.

3. What detailed studies have been performed on the site?

A short description of each study, with dates performed. The name of the con-
tractor, the project officer (with address and telephone number) and a summary
of the findings will be needed. A copy of the final report, or executive summary
of each study will be requested to be sent to Headquarters. These studies include
hydrogeological studies, soil, water and air monitoring, ground-penetrating radar
studies and any others which define the extent of the problem, provide information
needed to plan remedial measures and/or provide for a facility plantorapletely
or partially, clean the site.

• Samples from the ditch have be.en taken, and indicate extremely high levels
of phosphorus.



- 2 -

4. What emergency/remedial actions are necessary to clean the site?

These actions are those necessary to completely eliminate or ultimately secure
the hazardous materials on or off the site. The description of these measures
should be as specific as possible and should reflect the data obtained in the
studies supplied in answer to question 3. These actions are not limited to
those already approved or underway but should be those that should be performed
for a total cleanup of the site. These are, however, generic activities such
as "removal of contaminated soil", "repackaging and/or removal of drums", "con-
struction of a leachate collection and treatment system". Include the studies
that should be performed in order to better define the remedial activities needed.

The contaminant source must be removed and properly disposed of.

5. What alternative measures have been suggested?

For each activity prescribed in question 4 provide a list of alternative methods
considered at the site to acheive the objective. If only one method is available
to effect some remedial measure,, or no alternative measures have been considered,
simply state that as the case. If possible, provide the merits and demerits of
each alternative considered.

None.

6. What is the final cleanup plan, if any, for the site?

. None.



- 3 -

7. What mechanisms are available for funding the above closure plans?

Such funding sources include 311 monies, state fundings, private sources through
Administrative Orders or consent decrees, money "volenteered" from private
sources, FIT contracting or subcontracting and Superfund money.

None other than superfund.

8. What actions have been planned for the site?

These remedial/emergency activities are a subset of those indicated under question
2 and include those actions for which RFP's, IFB's, and/or TDD's have been pre-
pared. These are activities for which the scope of work and work plans have been
developed but'have.not been initiated.

Other than state-continued minitoring, no actions have been planned.

9. What problems are present to prevent the implementation of activities under
question 8?

Such problems may include awaiting final results of a necessary study, poor
weather conditions delaying construction, disallowal of 311 money for the
planned activity, extended contract negotiations, lack of subcontracting
money under the FIT contract, public interference, lack of acceptable disposal
site and/or method. Include the anticipated time to overcome the obstacles
and any actions that Headquarters could take to expedite the solution.

Funding problems prohibit solutions to the contamination problems.



10. What actions are currently underway at the Site?

A brief description of the level of activity, extent of remedy anticipated, time
of completion and associated costs (if available) of such activities as State-
directed cleanup, 311 actions, owner/operator and legislation.

None.

11. Have cost estimates been developed?

At best estimate of the total cost should be supplied. If at all possible the
rationale behind the estimate should be provided. Also, needed, if available,
are the cost estimates for each anticipated activity described under questions
3 and 4. Include the dates applicable to each of the cost estimates.

No.

12. Have time estimates been developed?

A best estimate of the total tine needed to clean the site as well as tines
and scheduling for each phase of cleanup should be provided. Is a facility
management plan available, or can one be developed? If so, please supply
this information. If enforcement/legislation is underway have deadlines
been established under Administrative orders or a consent decree? If so,
what are they and are they being net? Has a case development plan been
formulated? If so, what are the relevant dates?

No.



13. What are the important circumstances relevant to the cleanup that should
be considered?

There seems to be no culpable party, the dumping was clandestine.

For instance,

Enforcement/litigation

Public Participation

State Involvement

Congressional Interest

Notoriety

What are the prospects of getting a responsible
party to affect the cleanup in an acceptable
time? Is some necessary precedent being estab-
lished?

Are public interest groups actively involved?
To what extent? Supply names (and telephone
numbers) of people that should be contacted if
the site is selected for cleanup under Super-
fund .

What level of activity has the STate shown in
regards to the site? Should the State office
be contacted directly? Who in the State office
should participate?

Have any STate or Federal Congressman shown a
substantial interest in the site?

Have newspapers, television, activist groups
publicized the site? Examples would be Love
Canal, Memphis, Valley of the Drums, etc.


